Furthermore, the conclusion that cyclic siloxanes are similar in toxicity to carbon tetrachloride and trichloroethylene is unfounded. The no-observed-adverse-effect level (a standard benchmark of toxicity) for carbon tetrachloride that has been used to set a drinking water standard is 1.0 mg/kg/day in a 12-week gavage study in rats (2). This was 3,500 times less than the lowest level used by Lieberman and colleagues (1). They did not present any evidence that carbon tetrachloride and trichloroethylene share a common mechanism of toxicity with the siloxanes.
In summary, the publication of Lieberman et al. (1) Our data demonstrate that a mixture of lowmolecular-weight CSs contained in breast implants is highly toxic and that at least one specific compound, CS-D4, is toxic as well.
Highly toxic indeed! Five grams per kilogram is usually considered virtually nontoxic in the world of pesticides, and here we are told that 28 g/kg is highly toxic. CS-D4 comes a bit closer at 6-7 g/kg. There appears to be a three-order-of-magnitude nomenclature problem here.
The finding of hydroxyl radical formation as a result of treatment with CS-D4 sparked a moment of interest, which died when I saw that the animals were given a lethal dose, and no dose-response information was obtained. It also occurred to me that there was some missing context. Lieberman et al. (1) did not explain what fraction of an implant actually can be extracted in such a distillate, even though they quoted an earlier paper with that information (2) . Approximately 1% of the implant can be considered mobile, if distillation describes mobility. Mobilization in vivo is obviously slow, unlike the intraperitoneal assault on the mice.
I am curious about the point of this paper. I do not follow the implant problem, but I know that it is highly charged politically and emotionally. As the newspapers tell us, implants are litogenic and produce much exercise for the courts. The only conclusion I can draw is that the terminology here is political. It is the kind of rhetoric that comes from activists who ignore science.
It is important to learn what happens to this foreign material placed in the body and to try to track the biological interactions. Lieberman et al. (1) make a small contribution, but I predict that this paper Environmental Health Perspectives * Volume 107, Number 9, September 1999 A 443
